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Rurality and Rural Life

- Rurality can be defined in a number of ways, such

as by population structure sociodemographic character-
istics,‘bopulation distribution, and similar variables
(Flax, Wagenfeld, Ivens° & Weiss, 1979). In reality,
"typical" rural environments do not ex1st Rural sub=
cultures are as diverse as urban subculturesc Nevertheless,
at a global level, there are some‘differences betveen

rural, suburban and urbanwareas IFor the purposes of
discussion, the definition'of rurality proposed by the

4 National Rural Research and Preparation Project (NRP)

will be used (Helge, 1981). In this definition, a region

is classified as rural if'it's inhabitants numbey less
than 150 pef square mile or if 60% or'mo%e of the popu-
lation live in communities with no more than 5,000 persons.

Hamblin (1981) notes that at the o&tset about 95%

>

of all families in this country were found in rural

areas However, with increased industrialization a major

- - 7
. /

Ee ‘
outmigration to urbanareas hasoccurred.over the years

where better jobs'bnd services could be.found. Thus, a
v .

disproportionate loss of the youngest and:best-educated
memberg of rural sociéties has resulted in fewer empioy-
ment-aged adults, more children, and more older people,

resulting in higher than average rate 6£ poverty (Heller,

¢
]
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l975-'Hamblin l981) Typical poverty groups, include .
the woxking poor, families with -young children; families

~ with older and/or disazled persons as heads of the house-
hold; disabled and/or older individuals who live’alone;

as well as racial.and cultural minorifies and farmworkers

(Baumheier, Derr, & Gage, 1973).

e

— s

Hassinger (1976) studied personality characteristics

. of rural people in relation to urban dwellers and ?Bund

-

Y v 4 them more, likely to be conservative religious puritanical

Wo?k or1ented, ascetic, ethnocentric, 1solation1st, in-
tolerant, of heterodox ideags, uninformed, authoritarian,

and family centered. Additionally, the style of life in
e B
rural areas is often quite different from urban lifestylesf

Dueato the reduced size pf rural_communities,“social units

ate smaller and more manageable, people experience greater ,

personal involvement in ongoing events, and the indiv1dual

" tends to have access too more segments of the community ~

. (Heyman Note 1). Quite often, rural people have extended

s families (and sometimes common relatives) who influence )
their behayior considerablyffas do the primar;‘sooial .

.institutions which' tend to ‘dominate rural life:  the

church, the family, the court system’and the schools

»

(Coles, 1969; Looff, 1971). .

Rural Schools and Special Education

?

Clearly, rural school districts are not homogenewus

entitieseither (Sher, 1977). However, some variables do
o / < :
S 3o . ‘¢
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appear to describe many rurjl districts. Hamblin (l98l)
. — N ’

"notes that they tend to be closed and rigid, reflecting ’
the ﬁature’bf the community's structure. Nepotism and
professional isolation ofteﬁlgb%gscate growth and deyelop-

ment Wii'ln ‘the school system School management' rather‘
s

#
than eXplorlng creative alternative for problem resolution
'

~rural residents argArequently suspicious of outside

may rely heavily i;/f7ad1tional,responses. In addytlon,
1nf1uences and attempts to promote innovifions are often
met with oppositlon Finally, monetary constraints are a
problem faced by nearly all rural schools (Heller 1975).
Low populatlon density and hléher than average poverty/ )
levels combine to lower tax bases for financing educational
programs, while at the same time pe& cbzld costs may be
higher- in xural areas. T e |
" Therefore the lmplementation of speéﬁal education

services can be more difficult in rural settings. Helger '
(l§8l) identified a number.of problems in implementlng

\ P.L{94-l42 (The Education for All Handicapped Children
_ Act of 1975) in these areas. lhe three most frequently
reported obstacles ‘were: difficulty in recruiting and
retaining qualified special education btaff, attitudinal,
variables (e.g. resistance- to bhaa;e and suspicion of
outside interference), apd geographical'problems (ewg.

distances between schools, poor road conditions, mopntainous

. areas). .In fact, all of the major aspects of P.L. 94-142

”
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(e.g, least restrictive enwironment provisions, due process
proceduresK,individuafized edupation plans, and“paréntal
involvement) vere‘iden;ified as problems by survey res-
pondents.' |

-

‘Rural School Psychologicél Practice

The practicenof rural schopl psychology is'likeWise .

- problematic. Traditionally,'peréons_in rural areas have

Co ’
adopted modes of functioning that have been generalized -

.

from urban and suburban practices. In a suburban schéol
A\ Y

distr1ct where there may be a’ school psychologist for

. every 2000 pupils and a host of other specialists avail- é

able (e.g. learning d1sab111ties consultants social workers,
diagnosticians), the psychologist can accept z:nd keep up
with) referrale_made to an interdisciplinary team which
assesses, plans-interventions for: and annually.reviews the

]progress'of chfldren with special educational'needs Often .

“the psychologist can also becoge involved with other forms

of program development and cogstiltation-(e.g. screening

.program development, consultation with administrators). «
In contrast, tne rural school psycnologist‘may-serve upwards
of tegjschool buildings housing‘considerably more school-
children and-geographically dispersed.over a wide region.

‘4

Special education programs may be urniderdeveloped or’ non-

)

such circumstances, adopting the traditiona¥\Qode of accept-

\existant,»and resources for developing theszgghnited. Under

'ing referrals, assessing children, participating in classi-
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fication dtcislons, and developing ind1v1dual education

. plans (IEP) can be both frustrating and counterproductive

I n

' , . While there is clearly no one service delivery model

[}

that fltS all rural (or.any other) situations, a fuada-
mental assumption in thls paper is that one appropriate

‘ function for the scho&t‘psychologist in rural areas is
‘ that of program planner and evaluator. The Viability
(and perhaps nécessity) of th}s aqtivity is tied to the
presumpt?on that-across- all levels of the organization
speical education serv1ce delivery systems (programs) '
are likely to be underdevelopedcor non- functional in rural
sdhools. It follows, then, that thé& school psychologist
in order to develop effeétive .and efficient~programs for
exceptional chilpren must take a multilevel multidimen-
Special education—programs erist at the individual
level'(e.g. the IEP), group level (e.g. resource room),’ nd
organizational level'(e.g. the department of special educa-z'

“~~ - tion). Further, clients of the special education‘effort

e
v »
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sional perspectivg : C \ ‘ }

|
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¥ include not only handicapped (and potentially handicapped) . i
. »

- children but also parents,-regular. teachers, speciaghedu- 4

. cation staff members, administrators,, and.other groups. j

. There are therefore many kinds of special education pro=. i

l

B grams, each designed to meet the needs of particular i

clients at specific levels For example, a.screening

3
program attempts to identify children who are’ educationally : |

*

-
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"4in an integrated manner, impact upon these levels and,

-rural school_psychological practice.
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handicaﬁped-to provide the services they require. A .
special class for the learﬁing disabled serves. a group of

children with similar needs and’pfoblems? Personnel develop-
ment_activfties seek to enhance the ability of regular' and
special education t€achers to work with eiceptional children. -

A parent training program for Behaviorally'disordered

\hildren across@the district intends to foster the main-

tainance and generalization of behavior management tech--

‘niques and strategies being used with this population.

L]

And, the administratdr of the'special~e&ucation program
tries to coordinate the various epecial'educational services
to- insure their effectiveness and effici%ncy in meeting

e

To the degree that the rural school psychologist can, -

both child and organizational needs .~

dimensions, a more effective special education program ° ¢
will result, and children will be better served. The '
emerging area'of program planning and evaluation emcom-

passes a broad arraf of, methode and strategies which can
facilitate this endeavor, and increaseﬁtne relevancy of

A more detailed

description of some of these methods follows. -

Program Planning and Evaluation as Practice

The "impetus for the recent development of program

*

planning and evaluation into a. distinct specialty can be

-l i

.

traced to a number of factors. Flaherty and Morell (1978) A




X\become less 1mportant, as information about a program 5 .
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note four main trends 1ncluding greater requirements for

accountability in publicly funded program§ increasing

,1nterest by researchers 1n social relevance, scarcity of

.,

resources, and refinements in the methodologies available
for<u§g rn“applied settings\k At thlS stage the field has
developed to the. point of being dastinquishable from other .
endeavors such as traditional and evaluation research,

While it draws heaVily from the technologies available
in ‘these areas, program,planning and evaluafion has a

differént focus. First, it seeks to inform a different

audience. Summative Judgments about programs and innovations ;

-

progress toward its goals to .the program's manager its- o
part1c1pants and to other relevant audiences 1s increas-

ingly stressed. Also, the’lack of experimental'control in’
many applied’ settings gives rise to the dse o% a broader-,.

set of techniques and strategies, oftentimes applied in .  °-

-

Aless‘than fully rigorous ways} Out of necessity, then,

-

the ''rules of eévidence' in program Planning and-evaluation
are dlfferent from those in other kinds of research While
these;nethods can be conceptualized and categorize in a

b ’

variety ,of ways for‘the purposes of this paper fOur .o

general domains will be discussed in relation to rural e

N ~

practice: .needs assessment strategies planning and'develop-'

ment strategies implementation evaluation strategies, and

outcome. evaluation strategies. . S -
P . o R
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Needs;assessment,strategies '
. Needs'assessment is a process for determining the
,‘discrépancy’hﬂtween the'current state of affairs and .
some desired state (Pharis, 1976 Stewart, 1979). Organi-
zations. as serv1ee delivery systems, must be responsive to
' the changing needs and problems~of their clients if they
are to Surv1ve Needs assessment can be seen’as a self- -~
qpnitoring and env1ronmental-monitor1ng process in which
already available 1nformation is compiled, new information
is developed; and all of this is synthesized and made" )
ava_ilab1e'\to deciston makers (e:g.-program planners and
jmplementers) ..

L

‘Siegel,.Attkisson, & Carson((l978) describe three

general kinds of needscxgsessbent approaches: ingdicator

¥y

‘ analysis, surveys, and -group strategies Indicator approaches
utillze al eady available data' which are routinely collected
by the organization to make inferences ‘about the degree of ‘
need. Schools accumulate vast amounts of data, but tend

to utilize very little in decision-making about programs

and practices , The needs assessor, in planning the . .
'
special education effort at various levels (individual

group, organizational) might examine pupil achieVement data, <
teacher behavior ratings IEP data, disciplinafy referrals
‘service- delivy ry information, data collected for_the dis-

X, trict's Annual Plan‘for Special Education, Child'lFind ,
data, regional‘epidemiological estimates, and innumerable

other sources.

»
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Survey a proaches seek to develop information which «’

i not alread being collected Methods vary, and’ in- .

LT

.clude the use of questionnaires, interviews, and telephone

e 4

and mail’ surveys With regard to special education, there\

are a variety of audiences or groups which :can be surveyed-

,to ascertain their current perception of needs in particular -

domains (e g. teachers Earents, children).
™

pe

Group approaches u%ilize human interactional processes‘

to clarify the parameters of outstanding needs. Examples,

- of «this approach include the community forum, nominal..

group technique (Delbecq & -Vande Ven, 1971) Delphi tech-

nique (Dalkey & Helmer 1963)., a?d the key informant
1nterv1ew’(Tremblay, 1957).

-

Of all the potenttal program planning and evaluati%n

act1v1ties which the 'rural. practitibner might engage in,

.

" needs assessment may be the most appropriate and useful:

‘ education programs, ‘which may'ipcrease their responsivenehs.

Resources ,are limited and must be. utilized as effectively
and efficiently as possible in programmdng, which requires
explicit knowledge about the needs of ‘those involved with-
the - Special educatron effart, Eurther, needs assessment

dat4 increases‘the evaluability (Wholey, 1977) of special

-
r P +

\

Finally, needs” assessment data may be useful as, a basis

for obtaining additional fuhding from local regional

state and hational sources

@ " w
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Planning and devhlopment strategies

Generally program planning and development refers:
to the process by which the neéed for the progrém i's agreed
upon, the specific goals ard activities fgf the program
are deline ted the program.itself is. assembled (packaged)?f'

4

and readied and plans for program 1mprementation and

evaluation ‘are determined\\ It is assumed that to the. degree

that these steps are carried out systematically, the risk

- of program failure due to being inadequately operationalized,

inappropriately implemented, or unevaluable is reduced )
?here are a-wide variety of/planning and development

approaches available: For.example the development of goals

5 o4

. for a specific prqgram, eSpecially'when these are stated in

AN

- observable or measurable terms (e.g. hehavioral obJectives)f"

can help to focus the activities (e‘g methods, materials)

‘ of the program and increase its evaluability Wholey (1977)

has proposed a method called "evaluability assessment"
“in which the evaluator detetmines the degree to which the-
program s goals, and activities have been Specified (and -

operationalized) before prqceding Wlth further evaluation ’

: Maher (1980), in discussing an evaluation system for pre-

. vention programs stresses the need to. assess such factors

‘as the specificatron of clients, goals goal indicators,

pProgram components validity assumptions and evaluation

design in determining a program s*evaluability

“50
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;;‘w~ ii////’ outcomes (changes) are predicted " This iiprUach yields
:11»1.’ i

data about programs that can ?e quantified and aggregated
in many ways Anq;héx group of planning and development -

-

techniques relate to the specification prior to implement-~

A

ation; of the program s process, which facilitates moni-

toring and coordination The Program Evaluation Rev1ew

o

Technique CPERT) is an example of this : . o :

In rural ereas, t is not uncommon for programs to be

inadequately planned‘%ﬁd speéﬁfied This tends to lead

LN

to program redundan . wasted resources, and a lack of

o
!
i

r proﬁrammatic decision-making 'By

G

-

imformation usefﬂl :
3 helping program maf gers (e. g’ IEP team, special education
coordinator, administratdrs) engagerin program planning and

‘developmen£-moreﬁsy§tematically, these prablems can be

.
. - .
N AN .
T T

reduced\y

Implementation evaluation\strategies /’_l R - Eﬁi~
) Implementation evaluation involves 1nsuring that ail - |
of the program activities occur ‘as planned Monitoring K ; é
of the. hods, materials, personnel and context of the ) . i

»-
program is. paramount with performance feedbacksgiven as ne- :

.

'cessary ? program's effects cannot be*measured if its

fulfﬁimplementation in undetermined (Charters & Jones l973)
4
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{ P Ha{l & L cks (1977) propose a develbpmental model $

. /

. . " -for assessing the degree to which treatments (programs)"

~

- 7 sare implémented. Their Levels of Use of the Innovation .
¢ .

) 'r/// : Scale postulates a range of possible implementation states
. e . N .-\ . . . f
"o o ' including non-use, orienG%tion, preparation, mechanical use,
. L] - » N 1
} routine, and refinement states. Thejauthors have operation- .
o, - 7Y N ’

Y

aliied each stage and developed methods .for determining -
o the status of a’ particular program in relation to these.
g“ ; / Srmilarly, Charters and Jones (1973) have described four .
' aspects relevant to assessing program implementation from

\an organizational pqrspective - An extensive rev1ew of the

« .

[ ¥
’ : ’ implementation evaluation literature can be found in "y
Fullan and.Pbmfret s (1977) seminal article. 7

. The methods available for this type of evaluation are

%
diverse, and include naturalistic observation, reviewing

L

N ) ’ ! .

< * . work samples, and permanent products’, periodic. reviews

using logs -or other matexials, .and systematic supervision.
- v ‘

<. ' ) E‘#ecti’\?e\ use. of imp%ation evaluation is especially bl

critical in rural “spec education,to‘prevent wasteful
. ' e L4 -

) . expenditure of resources. As-discussed. previously,
> N ‘. [} . .' [
personnel implementing programs’ in rural areas are often-
times_nd% as well-trained,h or may be functionfng outside of.

their area of expertise. ALso; there are particular
' problems which occur when implementing programs in rural -
_schools. Thus, the school psychologist Sho understands:the

propletns and prospects inhePent in rural special education,
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'and who can utilize a systematlc approach to dealing .with

-

,these, can perform an ijbaluable servtce

Outcome evaluation strat_gies I

2 ! . A

Here, the evaluator is assessing a program's goal

: ;o=

‘attainment. Such information serves decisiongmaking about
e \“0 L]

program céntinuation'or program/nodlficatlon That lS,

¢

a judgment .about the value of the program is made

s There are varlous sources of Qata for such dec1s1ons
and multiple methods available for collecting& ana1y21ng,
and disseminating this data. Typically, direct measures of
performance (e.g. pre-post achievement data mpared'to

\]

controls, observational data on behavior changes using g

single-subjeet methoaoaogy) are’desirable. However, |,
program evaluators.also seek information from’multiple

# perspectives, and might generate consumer satisfactlon \
(Larsen Attkisson, Hargreaves, & Nguyen 1979), social
indicator (Sheldon & Parks 1975), aﬁa reLgted data ,to

Zfassess the social validity (Kazdin, 1977) of the program.

Obv1ous1y when change can be demonstrated decision-*

_ makers should take notice, whether the setting be rural y
or otherwise However in rural, areas, part}cular attentionﬁ"

_’needs to be paid,tdfnot only the eiperimental’valrdity of .
the progsam, but also to its perceiveo ano realvatility
Program managers particularly need to know whether clients

and others see the program as useful, and the rural school

psychologist familiar with valid methods for assessing .
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-this can again"make a contribution.

Ry

Y

< 'Implichtions
While it may be ciear that there is justification *

i linking program eyaluation and rural school psychetogy,

_there are-pioblems agsociated'with the implementation of
the role. \Organizational readiness for and acceptance of
the activity needs to h& thoroughly considered prior to
attempting any specific evaluation service. There may

be factors 1nherent:11 the organization which preclude these
v
activ1ties ‘or diminish their likelihoof for success (e.g.

~ i
’SOClal historical, and political.factors and events; per-

ceived value of special services” generalized resistance
N O B
to change)._ Also, the school psychologist may not have
.

#-
- attained sufficient entry andncredihility to carry out the

-t

>

necessary activities.. 4

q A related possibirity is that of inducing role conflict

-

"by proposing such a model Rural gchools are often run
autocratically in a ”management&by tradition” style, and
care must be taken to stress the consultative aspect’ of

the proposed role so aurnot to threatén primary decision- ..
makers. Explicit sanctions should always be obtained. _,/
AL
Resources for evaluation services will typically be

limited, requiring creativity and pefseverince on the part

of the prospective e&aluator. Moreover, utilization

of proffered services, as well as of information generated,

e
D
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/ is én issue of concern. The’ﬁanner ih which available services
are advertised, and the conduct and digsgmination of initial

R o » ?9 =
evaluation activitiesy; ,may determine the level of use of

1 ' J
_ the innovation' » .

)

';Fi?ally; advocating a broader role for rural school
psychologists has implications for their training. -

Practitioners who work in rural settings must have skill

in aﬁsessing the gemand characteriSticstok their work set-

ting (i.e..be able to take -a schoof;community perspective).

‘They must also berstrained to engage in the broad array of
program plgnning gnd eyaluation\fﬁnct%pns. Thus, Fr;iningx
programs must éoﬁsider the settings in which graduatés~wilf 2
‘work and the skills they Q%l} need to functioﬁ effectively
Yhen deciding éﬁout training content and focus.'

Despite these potenttal pfobléms, it seemé}blqa;i

~

that rural sqh601 pSychologisﬁE, in order to be effective, -

VA

" must adgbt innovative methods of practice. Program'@lanning:}; ~
-and evaluation»sﬁ¥11§ may.serve as.useful tools for these '

practitioners.
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